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Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner ^consider the subject 
nppltoation as anucudcd herein. 
TT SC. sic h) TtT^JieCTlOW 

TTieExamioerha-s rejected clfliins 1,2,4-8, 10. 11, 12, 14.19,21,23-26. 
28, 29. 3 1 . 32. 34-38, 40-43. and 45-5 1 under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by "Optii^img the DRAM Rcih^sh Count for Merged DRAM/Logic 
LSIs" by Ohsawa et al. Oiereafter Ohsawa). Applicants travcrae. 
Claim 1 

In order to support aa "airticipatiOD" rejection under § 1 02, a single prior art 
reference must show each and every element recited in the claims. Li this case, 
claim 1 recites a "memory device" having "a piuraUty of dynamically refreshable 
memory cells" and -'one or more dynamically changeable use register." Ohsawa 
docs not describe a memory device having such elements. 

In rejecting claim 1, the Office Action cites Ohsawa's DRAM controller 
«nd its "reftesb flaK--^ Ohsawa in sec. 3.1 third paragraph, dMcribes that the 
DRAM controller, and not a memory device, provides a leiiesh flag per row. the 
DRAM c«iitrt>llci not inchiding "a plurality of dynamicaUy refteshable memory 
celis" as recited in claim 1. Accordingly, the reference does not describe each and 
every element recited in claiin 1, and lliciefore doc-* not properly support » §U»7. 
rejection. 

•nicrefbrc Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 includes dements 
that are not described by Ohsawit Claim 1 is therefore patentable over Ohsawa. 
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Applicants respcctfcUy request that Ih. §102 (e) rejection of claim 1 be wHhdravvn 
and claim I be allowed. 

Claims 2, 4-8, and 10 

Dependent claims 2, 4-8. and 10 are aUowable by virtic of their 
dependency oa respective base claim 1. as well a., for the addiUonal limitations 

they contain. 

For instance, claim 2 recites the memory device of claim 1 fiirther 
comprising "self-reiicsh logic on the memory device wherein the self-refresh logic 
is coufiguied to not refresh the indicated unused roemoiy cells." THe Examiner 
has commented ihat Ohsawa see. 4.3 mentions "static mode which is the claimed 
self-refreslimode." Applicants respectfolly traverse. The "static mode" described 
in Ohsawa section 4.3 is when a DRAM ke«p>* memory by performing reftt«h«i as 
consequence of operations I/O op«^on3 and interrupt operations (Ohsawa 
sec. 4.3 paragraph 6, sentence 2). This Stadc mode \^ not '•wheteta the B.*lf-i«fresh 
logic is configured to not r«fi«sh the indicated unused memory ccllV as recited in 
claim 2. For diis additional reason, claim 2 is allowable over Ohsawa. 

As another example, claims 1 J» refers to the regiBlcn> comprising bite that 
correBpiH.d to a page of memory cells. The Office Action comment thai a page of 
memory cells is the saiue as a row of memory ceUs. Applicjuits traverse. A row 
refers U> a dimension of a two-dimensional memory organization, the second 
dimension commonly temied a column. Generally a row and a column are each 
separately addressable in a memory cell acce.s.s. A page on the olber liand is a 
section of memory cells that arc accessible at one time and treated as a unit of 
data. A page may represent a group of memory cells other than all cells of a row. 
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Acc^rtlingly. for any of Uiese reAsona. me refferwce does not describe each 
and every elemenl recited in claims 2, 4-8, aud 10, and therefore does nut properly 
support a §102 flection. 

Therefore AppUcnnts respectftilly submit that claims 2, 4-8, and 10 «rc 
patentable over Ohsawa. Applicant. rcspectfiiUy requcl that the § 102(e) rejecUuu 
of claims 2, 4-8, and I D be withdrawn. 
Claim n 

Claim 1 1 recites a "memory device" having »a plurality of refreshable 
memory cells" and "one or more dynamically changeable use registers 
corresponding to groups of one or more memoo' cells." Ohsawa does not describe 
a memory device having such elements. 

As described with reference to claim I , the Office Action cites Ohsawa's 
DRAM controller md its '^Ircsh flag" (Ohsawa section 3-1 third paragraph, and 
FIG. 5). However, Obsawa's DRAM controller does not include "a plurality of 
refteshable memory cells" as recited in claim 11. Accordingly, the reference d«« 
not describe each and every element recited in clahn 11, and therefore does not 
properly support a §107. .tgection. Therefore, AppUc»its rcspcctflilly aubmil tliat 
cl«im 1 1 induces elemenU* lhat arc not described by Ohsawa. Claim 1 1 is 
therefore palcutable over Ohsawa. Applicsmts ccspectti.lly request that the § 102 
(c) rejection of claim 1 be withdrawn and claim 1 1 be allowed. 
Claims 12 and 14-1ft 

Dependent claims 12, and 14-18. are allowable by virtue of their 
dependency on respective base claim 11. as weU as for the additional limiUdions 
they contain. 
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For Instance, claim 12 recites the memory device fiirthcr comprising self- 
reft^sh lugic an the memory device, wliciein the self-refresh logic is configured 
n«t to refresh unused memory cells. The Examiner comment that Ohsawa sec. 
4.3 mcntiors ''static mode which h the claimed self-refresh niode." As dc^aibed 
with reference to claitr 2, the "static mode- described in Ohsawa section 4,3 is 
when a DRAM keeps meniory by pertorming refreshes as a consequence of 
operations. TUs stetic mode is not 'Vh««iii the ieUVrcfrcsh logic ie configured to 
not refresh the indicated unused memoty cells" OS recited ui claim 12. Tor this 
Odditional reason, claim 1 2 is allowable over Ohsawfl. 

Accordlngly. for any of these reasons olahns 12 and 14.18 are patentable 
over Ohsawa. Applicants respectfiilly request that the § 1 02(e) rejection of churns 
12 and 14-18 be withdrawn. 
aHim 19 

Claim 19 rwites a system having *'recenl-access flags associated with the 
memoiy cells, the recent access flags being configurable to indicate whether 
corresponding memory cells were accessed in a manner that refreshed the memory 
cells during a previous refresh cycle iiUerval." 

Ohsawa does not disclone, teach, or suggest a system comprising recent- 
acce.« flags associated widi Uie memory ccil-s the recent-access flags cuuligiirahie 
to indicate whether the corrcsptMidmg memory cells were accessed in a manner 
that refreshed the memory cells during a previous refresh cycle Interval, as rpcitcd 
in cklni 19. l^iTthcrmore, the Office Action dues not acknowledge this element of 
claim 19 ond does nol aUempt to show it.<i presence in die cited prior art. Ob.sawa 
ciMriy states (Ohsawa sec. 3.1 thiid paregraph) that the load and store openuioiw 
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arc initiated from the proccs.<»or, and clearly do«. aot disclose anything resemblmg 
the recited *Veccat-acces5 flafts." Accordingly, the reference does not describe 
each and every element recited in claim 19, md tbcxeforc does not properly 

support a § 102 rejectioD, 

Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 19 includes element* 
tli«tarenotdeacribedbyOhsa^a. Claim 19 is therefore patentable over Ohsa^^a, 
Applicants rcspcctftilly request that the §102 (c) nrjcctton of claim 19 be 
withdrawn and claim 19 be allowed. 
Cl^iiius 21, iind 23-24 

Dependent claims 21, and 23-24 are allowable by virtue nt their 
dependency on n^spcctive base claim 19, as well as for the additional limitaUons 
they contain. 

For instance, claim 23 recites Uiat the use registers are on the memoiy 
devices. As described with reference to claim 1, Olisawa in sec. 3.1 third 
paragraph describes instead a system in which the refresh flag is on the DRAM 
controller 

Accordingly, for any of Ihe^e reasoas claims 2U and 23-24 are patentable 
over Oh&awa. Applicants respectfully request that the §102(e) rejection of claims 
21, and 23-24 be withdrawn. 
Clum 25 

Claim 25 recites a sysic/n wherein the memory controller is responsive tn the 
operating system to operate non-allocaled memory at reduced power. 
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Ohsiiwa doc. not describe op«iUlag ««= no«-ftllocoied memory al u teJiiced 
power 03 recited by the AppUc«nts above. He Office Action docs «nt ahow this 
vlcineat in the cited art. 

Therefore Applicants respectfully submit that daiixi V.-) includes elem^ts 
thatarenotde^cribcdDy Ohsawii. Claim25 is therefore patentable over Ohsawa. 
Applicants respeclfully request that the §102 (e) nrjection of claim 25 be 
witlidxawn and claim 25 be allowed. 
Claims 26, 28-29, and 3J 

Dependent claims 26, 28-29, and 31 are allowable by virtue of their 
dependency on respective base clahn 25, as well as for the additional limitations 
they contain. Applicants respectfijlly request that the §102(e) rt^ection of claims 
26, 28-29, and 31 be withdrawn. 
Claim 32 

Claim 32 recites a method oompriaing aeterroining which rows have been 
accessed in a manner diat refi-cshed the memory cells during a pi-evious re^frcsh 
uycle interval. 

Ohsawa does not disclose, teach, or suggest determiuiug which rows have 
been accessed in a mamier that relxeshcd the memory cells durine a previous 
refresh cycle, as, as recited hy AppUcants. Ohsawa elcaily states in sec. :i I third 
paragraph that the load and store opcmlions are initiated from the proceBsor. 
Furthennore, the Office Action does not acknowledge (his clement of claim 32 
and does not attempt to show its presence in the cited prior art AccordhiKly, the 
referuiice does not describe each and every element recited in claim 32, and 
therefore does not properly wipport a §102 rejection. 
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nierctnre Applioants respeclTully submit that claim 32 includes elements 
that OK not described by Ohsawa. Claim 32 is thtrreforcpatentAhlc over Ohsawa. 
Applicants respectfully request fliat the §102 (e) rejection of claim 32 be 
withdrawn and claim 32 be allowed. 
Claimx 34 and 35 

Dependent claims 34 and 35 are allowable by virtue of their dependency on 
respective base claim 32, as well a* for the additional limilaUous they contain. 
AppUcauls respcctlblly icquest that the §102(e) itjection of claims 21. and 23-24 
he withdrawn. 
Claim 38 

Claim 38 recites amemury cnntmllcr configured to perfonn acliwus compHMng 
keeping track of which memory cells have bcm accessed in a manner thai 
refreshed the memory ceUs during a previous refresh cycle iiiteival. 

Ohsawa docs not disclose, leach, or suggest a system comprisine keeping 
track of which memory cells have been accessed in a mamier that refreshed the 
memory cells during a previous refresh cycle interval. Furthermore, the Office 
Action does not acknowledge this element of claim 3 8 and does not attempt to 
.show its presence in the cited prior art. As described with reference to claim 19, 
Ohsawa clearly states that the load and store openiUoos are initiated from the 
processor. 

Thcretbrc Applicants respectftlUy submit lhal claim 1 includes dements 
thai ore not described by Ohsawa. Claim 38 is therefore patentable over Obsawa. 
ApplicanUi rtspectftdly request that the §102 (e) rejectian of claim 38 be 
withdrawn and claun 3H be allowed. 
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Cl«itn 40 



Dependent claim 40 is ollowable by virtue of its dependency on respecUve 
Use claim 40, as well as for Uie additional limitations it cuiitains. Applicants 
respectfully request ihfd the § 102(e) rejection of claim 40 be withdrawn. 

TtfE 3S U.S.C - S103 REJECTION 

The Examiner has rejected claims 3, 9. 13, 20, 22, 27, 30, T^, 39. H 47, 
50, 51, 52, and 53 under U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over Olisawa, 
Applicants traveD*e. 
O^ims and 9 

Dependent claims H and 9 arc allowable by virtue of their dependency on 
respective base claim 1, as well for the additional limitations they contain. 

Claim 3 recites the memory device of claim 1, flirther comprising recent- 
access flags associated wiih respective sets of the memory cells, beinK configured 
to indicate whether the associated sets of mcmoiy cells were accessed in a manner 
that refreshed the memory cells during a previous refresh cycle interval, the 
memory device configured to omit refreshing niemoiy cells that arc mdicated by 
the recent-acoesB flagb to have been accessed in a manner that refreshed the 
memory cellR during a previous refresh cycle hitcrval 

The Office Action comments that the cited art does not disclose the recent 
access Hags. The Office Action stales that it would have been obvious at the time 
the invCTiUon was made to include the recent access flaKJ* because ( )hsawa'3 goal 
is to have the fewest refresh vycles possible. (.)hf%awa mentions these reads and 
writes as loads and stores at section 3.1 third paragraph. 
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Ohsawa docs uot disclose, teach, or suggest recent accx^^ flags. Ohaawa 
clearly states in the section that the Exaiuincr cite? (( >h3awa sec. 3-1 third 
paragraph) thai Qic load Atid store operations are iniUiiled from the prnccssot. The 
processor does not tinderstand whcOier the load and store cominmds will require 
an activate operation to be performed by the DRAM*, so cannot indicate whether 
tbe corresponding memory cells were accessed in a manner that refreshed Uie 
memory cells during a previous refresh cycle interval as recited in claim 3. 

The Examiner commenb that it would be obvious but has provided nothing 
irom the prior art to support his assertions- Having a goal of doing something is 
not the same as having a way to do it. In this case we have provided a specific 
novel way to accomplish the goal, and there is nothing in the prior art that would 
have suegested this specific way. As shown above, the load and store operations 
cannot indicate whether the associated sets ofiuemopy cells were accessed hi a 
manner that refi^hcd the memory cells during a previous relxesh cyde mtcrval. 
Moreover, there must be some fcjuttRc&tion or motivation in the references or in 
kno^vledge gcucially available to one of ordinary skill in llic ait to modiiy the 
rctcrcncca. The teaching or suggesUon io make the claimed combination must be 
fouml in the prior art and not in the J5)plicant'fi disclosure (MPEP, section 21 42, 
2100-108 (Rev. 3). AppHwiuts i-cspcctfully submit that this is an example of 
impexmissible hindsight. 

Claun 9 defines the memory device recited m claun 1 wherem the use 
1^1/^ registers comprise bits diat correspond to a p/^o[ memory cells. ' I he Office 

Action comments that Ohsawa's refresh flags refer to rows, and therefore not the 
^^^recited ion claim 9. TIic Office Action states that it would have been obvious 
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to use refrwih flags for a bank because this would allow an entire bank to be , 
shutdown, avoiding the need to read the refresh flag of each row. Having a goal oi 
doing something is not the same as having a way to do jt- fn this case we have 
provided a specific novel way to accomplish the goal, and there is nothing in the 
prior art that, would have suggested ihis* specitic way. Moreover, there must be 
some suggestion or motivation in the references or in knowledge generally 
available in one of ordinary skiU in die art to modify the references. The teaching 
or suggestion lo inaLe tlic claimed combination musl be found in the prior art and 
not in the appUcant'S disclosure (MPEP, section 2142, 2100 108 (Rev. 3) 
Applicanlb respectfully submit that this is an exampb ofaupcrmii^isiblc hindsight. 

Therefore Applicants respectfully submit that claims 3 and 9 are each 
unpatentable over ( )hsawa. Applicants respectfully lequcst that the g 1 «3 (a) 
rejection of claim 3 and claim 9 be withdrawn and clobn 3 and claim 9 each be 



Dependent claim 13 is allowable by virtue of its dependency on respective 
base claim 1 K -as well as for the additional limitations It contains. 

Claim 13 recites the memory device of claim 1 1 including recent-access 
flags associated with respective acts of the memory cells conligunjd to indicate 
whether the associated sets of memory cells were accessed in a manner that 
refreshed the memory cells during a previous refresh cyck interval, the memory 
device configured to omit refreshing of mcrooTy cells indicated by the recent- 
access flags to have been accessed in a manner that refi^shed the memory cells 
during a previous refresh cycle interval. 



allowed. 
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The OlTiLe Action commcTits tiiQt the dted art does nul disclose the rcccait 
accrss flags. The Office Action states that it would have been obvious at the ibnc 
the invention was inflde to include *e recent acceub Hags because Obsawa's goal 
is tn have the fewest refresh cycles possible, Ohsawa mentions these reads and 
writes as loads and stores at section 3.1 third pani]yp:aph. 

As described with respect to claim Ohsawa does not disclose, leach, or 
surest recent access flags* Ohsawa clearly states that the load and store 
operations are initiated from the processor, which cannot indicate whether the 
coiresponding memory cells were accessed in a manner that refreshed the memory 
ceils during a previous refresh cycle interval as recited in claim 13. 

I he Examiner comments that it would be obvious but hast, provided nothing 
from the prior art to support his assertions. Having a goal of doing something is 
not the aame as having a way to do it. Applicants have provided a specific novel 
way lo accomplish the goal, and there is nothing hi the prior art Ihat would have 
suggested this specific way. As shown above, the load and store operations cannot 
mdicalc wliether fhe associated scts of memory cells wen? accessed in a manner 
that refreshed the memory cells during a previoas refresh cycle interval. 
Moreover, there must he some suggestion Or motivation in the references or m 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
references. J he teaching or suggestion to make Ihc cliiiined combination murt be 
found in the prior art and not in the ^plicant's disclosure (MPEP, section 2142, 
21 00-108 (Rev. 3). Applicants respectfully submit that this is an example of 
impermissible hindsight. 
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I hcrcfore Applicants respectfully submit that claim 13 is unpatentable over 
Ohsawa. Applicants respectfully request that the §103 (a) rejection of cloim 13 be 
withdrawn and claim 13 be allowed. 
Claims 20 and 22 

Dependent claims 20 and 22 are allowable by virtue of their dependeiicy on 
respective banc claim 19. as well as for lie additional limitations they contain. 

Claim 20 defines a system a-s recited in claim 19, wherein llie memory 
vuiitiollcr is confieiircd not to refresh those memuiy cells that arc indicated to 
have been acceb^vd in a mannex that rcfreahed the memory cells during the 
prcvimL^ refresh cycle interval. 

Reganliiifi clajjn 2i), the Office Action comments dial die cited art does nnt 
disclose the recent access flags, but states that it would have been obvious at the 
time the invculion was made to include the recent access flag^ because Ohsawa's 
goal is to have the fewest refrtash cycles possible. Ohsawa mentions these reads 
and writes as loads and stores at section 3.1 third paragmpli. 

As described with respect to claim 1, Ohsawa does not disclose, teach, or 
suggest recent accesa flags, and more specifically does not disclose, teach, or 
suggest not refieshing memory cells that arc indicated to have been accessed in a 
maiuiei' that- refreshed the memory cells during (he previous refresh cycle interval. 
Ohsawa clearly states thai tlie load and store operations ore initiated from the 
processor which cannot indicate not refreshing memory cells accessed in a manner 
that refreshed the memory cells during the previous refresh cycle interval as 
recited m cloim 20. 
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Hie Examiner comments that it would be obvious but has provided nothitig 
from the prior art to support his asBwtions. Having a goal nf doing something is 
not the same as Laving a way to do it Applicants have provided a specific novel 
way to accomplish the goal, and tfirxc is nothing in the prior art that would have 
suggested this spe-citic way. As shown above* the load and store operations cannot 
indicate whether the ai>bowated sets of memory cells were accessed in a manner 
lhal rcireshcd the tnemory cells during a previous refiesh cycle interval. ( Jhaawa 
does not disclose, teach, or suxKCst a memory controller configured to refresh not 
to refresh those memory cells that are indicated to have been acc<:ssed in a manner 
that refreshed (he memory cells during the previous refresh cycle mterval. As 
described with reference to claim 3, Ohsawa wlearly states that the load and store 
operations are iiiiliated from the processor. The processor cannot indicaU: ^vhether 
the corresponding memory cells were accessed in a manner that refreshed the 
memory cells during a previous refresh cycle interval as recited by Applicants, 
Applicants respectfully submit thai tliis is an example of impcrmiftaihle hindsight 

Therefore Applicants respectfully submit that claims 20 and 22 are each 
unpatentable over Ohsawa. Applicants respectiiilly request that the § 103 (a) 
rejection of claims 20 and 22 be withdrawn and claims 20 and 22 each be aUowcd. 
Claims 27 and 30 

I )ependcnt claims 27 and 30 are allowable by virtue of dieir dependency on 
respective base claim 25, ax well as for the additional limitations they contain. 

t:lflim 27 defines a system as recited in claim 25, furtlicr comprising the 
recciii-atcess flags recited as descnhcd above with reference to claim 3. 
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The Office Action conunenU diat the cited art docs not disclose tbe recent 
access flags, Tlie Office Action states that it would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to include Ihe recent access flags because Ohsawa's goal 
is to have the fewest refresh cycles possible, Ohsawa mculioiis these reads and 
writes as loads and stores at section 3.1 third paragraph. 

As described above with reference to claim 3, Ohsawa does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest recent access flags. Ohsawa clearly states in the section thattlie 
Examiner cites that the load and store operaduiis are Inhiatcd from the processor, 
which earmot indicate whether the corresponding memory cells were accessed m a 
manner that refreshed the memory cells during a previous refresh cycle interval as 

recited in claim 27. 

rhc Exommer comments that it would be obvious hut has provided nothing 
fruHi tlie prior ait to support his assertions. Having a goal of dom« suiiicOiing is 
not the some as having a way to do it In this c^sc wc have provided a specific 
novel way to accomplish the goal, and there is nothing in ihe prior ait that would 
have suggested this specific way. A:* sihown above, the load and store operations 
cannot indicate whether the associated sets of memory cells were accessed bi a 
manner that refirctihcd the memory cells during a previous refresh cycle interval. 
Moreover, there must be some suggestion or mutivalion in the references or in 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill m the art to modify the 
Tcfcraiccs. The teaching or suggestion to make Ihe claimed combination must be 
fuuiid in the prior ait and not in the appHcant*s disclosure CMPEP» section 2142, 
2100-108 (Rev. 3). Applicants reBpeclfully submit that this is an example of 
impermissible liindsight. 
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Therefore AppUcawts rcspcctftiny submit that claims 27 and 30 are each 
unpaufnlable over Ohsawa. AppHcanUj respectfully request that the §103 (a) 
rejection of claims 27 and 10 each be withdrawn aiiU claims 27 and 30 each be 
allowed 
Claim 33 

nependcnt claim 33 is allowable by virtue of its dependency on respcuUve 
base claim 32, a:* well a<i for the additional ILmitatiom it contains. 

Claim 33 recites "omiuing refreshing of memory rows that luive been 
accessed in a manner that refreshed the memory cells dxinng the previous refresh 
cycle." 

The Office Action comments that the cited ait does not disclose the recent 
access flags, but states thai it would have been obvious at the liuje the invention 
was made to include the recent access flags because Ohsawa's goal is to have the 
fewest refresh cycles possible. Ohsawa mentions these reads and writes as loads 
and stores at section 3.1 third paragraph. 

Ohsawa does not di«:losc, teach, or suggest receul access flags, and more 
specifically does not disclose, teach, or suggest omitting refreshing of meraury 
rows thai have been accessed in a manner that refreshed die memory cells during 
the previous refresh cycle. Oteawa clearly states that the load and Store openiliom 
are initialed from tJie processor which cannot omil rcHeshing memory town that 
have been accessed in a maiuici that rrtrcshed the memory ceUs during ilic 
pievious refresh cycle. 

The Examiner conunents that it would be obvious but has provided uotliing 
from the prior art to support his iWHcrtlons- Having n goal of doing somethine is 
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not die same, as having away to do it. AppUcants have provided a speciHt uwel 
way to occompliBh Qie goal, and there is nothing in tbe prior art that would have 
suggested this specific way. As shown above, the load and store operaaoiis cannot 
indicate whether to omit refreshing of memory rows that have been accessed in a 
nianncr thot refreshed the memory cc)U during the previous refiwjL cycle. As 
described with reference to claim 3, Ohsawa clearly states that the load and store 
operations are initiated fix)m the processor. I he processor cannot indicate 
omitdng relicshing of memory rows that have bi*ii accessed in a manner that 
refreshed the memory cells during the previous refresh cycle as recited by 
Applicants. M«wcover, there must be some siuggestinn or motivation in the 
references or in knowledge generally avaUable to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
Biodify tbe references. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination must be found in the prior art and not in the jq)pH«:ant»s disclosure 
(MPEP, secrion 2 142, 2100-108 (Rev. 3). Applicant respectfiiUy submit that this 
is an example of impermissible hindsight. 

Therefore Applicants respectfidly submit tiiat claim 33 is unpatentable over 
Ohsawa, Applicants respectftilly request that the §103 (a) rejection of claim 33 be 
withdrawn and claim 33 be allowed. 
Claiui 39 

Dependent chdni 39 Is allowable by virtue of its dependency on respective 
base claim :IR, as well 03 for tiie additional lluutations it contain;*. 

Claim 39 recites the memory controller of claim 38 being conCgured to 
perfonw actions oomprismg "omitting refreshing of those memory cells that have 
bcwi accessed in a marmcr that refreshed *e memory cells during Uie previous 
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refi«sh cycle. " I'or the some reason described with reference to claim 33, Ohsawa 
rines not disclose. tea«h, or suggest omitting refreshing ofuiemoiy rows accessed 
in u miimiei that refreshed the memury cells during the previous refresh cycle. 
Therefore Applicauis iesp«tfully submh that claun 39 is unpatentable over 
OhMwa. Applicants respectfuUy rrqus^ that the §103 (a) reiectiwi of claim 39 he 
witiidrawu and claim 34 he allowed. 
Claim 52 

Clum 52 delinCR a method comprising: 
pcrio^callv reftwshiug memory eel Is; 

keepinii track of which memory cells have been accessed in a manner thot 
refreshed the memory cells during a previous refresh cycle interval; and 

omitting refreshing of those memory cells tiiat hove been accessed in a 
manner fliat refreshed Uie memory cells during the previous refresh cycle. 

As described with respect to claims 38 Ohsawa does not disclose, teach, or 
suggest a sy.<»tom comprising keeping Irack of which memory cells have been 
accessed in a manner that refreshed the memory cells during a previous refresh 
cycle interval, as recited by AppUcants. As described with reference to claim 39, 
OhBawa does not disclose, teach, or suggest omilliiig refreshing of mcmoty rows 
acccsiicd in a manner that refreshed the memoiy cells during the previous refresh 
cyule, as recited by Applicants. Therefore Applicants respectfiil ly .submit that 
for either of these reasujis, claim 52 is unpatentable over Ohsawa. Applicauls 
rcspecttiilly request that the § 103 (a) rejeclion of claim 52 be withdrawn and claim 
52 be allowed. 
Claim S3 

Depcudeat claim 51 is allowable by virtue of its dependency on respective 
base claim 52. as well as for the additional limitations it contains. Therefore 
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Appliconts respectfully submit thai claim 53 is unpatentable over Ohsawa. 
AppUcairts rtspectftiUy request that the §103 (a) rejectioa of claim 53 be 
withdrawn and vlvim 53 be allowed. 

cascLiisios 

Appllcanl rcspertfiilly requests recoDfiideraaou of the rejection of olaimfi l- 
35. 18-4(1, nnd 52-53 In view of Oie shove remarks. Applioanl r«ipectfully 
suggeste diat claims 1 - 38-40. and 52-53 are iu aniriition for aUoWOnce. 

Should any m»Uer iu Hkh case remain unresolved, the undw^dgncd attorney 
resptfclfully itqncsLs a telephone conference with the Kxaminer to resolve any 
such outstanding matter. 




Date: ^ A"^ 



Respectfully Submitted, 



Kenneth Paley 
Reg. No. 38,989 
(509)324-9256x217 
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